In her thoughtful and poignant article, "Toward a Fair
and Just Marketplace: The Responsibilities of Marketing Professionals," Karpatkin (1999) , the president of Consumers Union and publisher of the nonprofit magazine Consumer Reports, argues that a particularly unsavory brand of unethical practices has become tolerated in the normal functioning of the market economy. With too regular frequency, business organizations are taking advantage of weak consumer or worker segments to maximize their bottom line. The specifics of her lament include the following: *Predatory lending practices that exploit the poor and economically naive, *Life insurance selling that needlessly chums policies and targets the elderly especially, *The gross exploitation of low wage workers in Third-World countries to yield pricing advantages, and *Excessive persuasive messages directed at young children.
In her article, all these increasingly "tolerated" practices are illustrated with multiple examples drawn from a recent issue of Consumer Reports and the popular press. Those details will not again be recounted here because Karpatkin (1999) addresses them in her document. What is particularly insidious about the growth of these dubious marketing tactics is that they are not ploys orchestrated by economically marginal organizations. Rather, they occur under the umbrella of well-known corporations. Indeed, the lending practices described that target the heavily indebted are not the product of the neighborhood "loan shark" but rather are organized by the division of a powerful regional bank. The network of off-shore sweatshops mentioned is not the patchwork of an independent "job shop" operation but instead involves the premeditated production strategy of U.S.-headquartered corporations. In short, Karpatkin finds a growing tendency for major organizations of substantial economic power to operate without social responsibility and with increasing impunity.
Karpatkin's (1999) commentary constitutes a significant, powerful, and provocative essay for all marketing practitioners to consider. It underscores a macro perspective that she advocates regarding the economy, which seems to have been sublimated by many top managers in the race for international competitiveness. That suppressed perspective is this: The economy should be not only viewed through the profitability prism of individual corporations, but also evaluated on the basis of the social effect that the collective of economic organizations has on society. More will be noted about a possible justification for this perspective subsequently.
Regrettably, I predict that Karpatkin's (1999) documentation of hurtful, anticonsumer business practices will be received by many sectors of the business community with skepticism and dismissal. For example, the exploitation of the poor consumer, a particularly virulent form of social injustice, likely will be shrugged off with the usual freemarket mantra that there will always be an underclass of consumer because of the unequal distribution of entrepreneurial talent and negotiation skills across the population.
In reading Karpatkin's (1999) essay, I am struck by the despairing tone of her indictment. She implicitly asks, given such exploitive marketing practices, where is the ethical outrage? Unfortunately, she is addressing an increasingly uncivil economic society, in which the moral character of business practitioners is normally not a central concern, as long as corporate profitability targets are achieved. Even when corporate performance is poor, there is mounting evi-dence that top management is typically well rewarded (Salas 1998).
As a business school dean once related in a private conversation, "Money is the only motivator; the key ingredient of leadership is the ability to appear sincere, and ethics is something to be peddled to children and fools because the black letter of the law is the only social constraint that matters."
Because of the prevalence of such views, more than likely, the response to Karpatkin's (1999) article from too many marketing practitioners will gravitate along one or more of the following lines: *The "social technicians" will complain about the lack of statistical information supporting Karpatkin's complaints. They will ask: Exactly what percentage of insurance policies have been churned? What proportion of such victims have been elderly? What does social science research say about the emotional susceptibility of children to targeted advertising campaigns? And so on. *The "deep thinkers" will question the evenhandedness of Karpatkin's concerns. They will cite the high percentage of corporations that recently have promulgated codes of ethics. They will calculate the millions of dollars that have been spent on corporate ethics training. They will point to the recent growth of corporation "compliance programs" for legal conformance that has been a result of the 1990s corporate Federal Sentencing Guideline regulations (LeClair, Ferrell, and Fraedrich 1998). *The "free-market types" will remind consumerists such as Karpatkin of the triumph of capitalism. They will invoke the laws of competition and explain that the global economy naturally will seek the lowest wage, appropriately skilled workers, wherever they are located, to enhance systemic economic efficiencies. They will admit that, on occasion, a few consumer eggs must be broken to cook a healthy economic omelet. They will point out that if one competitor forgoes a profitable opportunity because of ethical cautions, some other will step forward, and the wheels of economic production will continue to turn. *The "free-trade gang" will grant that, though some exploitation is inevitable and unfortunate in developing countries, the policy of constructive engagement with Third-World workers will stimulate economic development. The subsequent tide of financial riches will float all economic ships beneficially, including those of the poor.
Although all these responses have some validity, if they are advanced, they miss Karpatkin's (1999) fundamental point. Large corporations increasingly seem willing to use certain consumer market segments as exploited means to their profitable ends. The number of cases in which this occurs, especially for vulnerable consumers with limited economic power, seems to be on the rise. This approach runs counter to an important and plausible ethical dictum pertaining to the economy, which was mentioned previously. That is, the economy should be at the service of the people in society, not of individual corporations. Members of the human community, particularly those most subject to exploitation, should never be used as an expedient means to a financial end. Vulnerable members of the community include those who are economically (e.g., the poor), cognitively (e.g., children, the illiterate, the mentally handicapped), and emotionally (e.g., the lonely elderly, the bereaved) vulnerable (Brenkert 1998 
Religious Values and Catholic Social Teaching

The Principle of Human Dignity
The central foundation of the Catholic social tradition is the sanctity of the human person. Every person has inherent value and dignity, independent of his or her race, gender, age, or economic status. Because every human being has inherent worth, people are always more important than things. From a managerial standpoint, this suggests that all corporate stakeholders, be they customers, employees, or business partners, never should be treated mainly as a means to an economic end. This means-ends distinction should not be regarded as an outright rejection of cost-benefit analysis, which focuses on outcomes and is a mainstay of business analysis. All complex economic decisions involve tradeoffs. Every business decision cannot produce all winners. But the principle of human dignity implies a rejection of gross utilitarianism because it holds that managers have an ethical obligation not to allow a foreseeable major harm to accrue to particular stakeholder groups to achieve an economic objective (Kelman 1998 ). Exactly what constitutes a "major harm" remains, of course, a prudential judgment, though philosophers have provided some guidance in making these judgments (Garrett 1966 ). The principle of human dignity explicitly reminds managers that financial gain should not occur as the intentional by-product of a violation of human rights. Following this principle, the exploitation of workers in Third-World countries to achieve cost advantages is clearly unethical. Similarly, charging premium credit rates to those least likely able to handle their debt load seems an unambiguous violation of this principle.
The Principle of Stewardship
This principle insists that people show their respect for the Creator by their stewardship of all creation. The principle recognizes that the business manager is frequently a moral agent. It presumes that corporate managers regularly and routinely make decisions with ethical consequences and that, in so doing, managers should perceive themselves as temporary stewards of the economic resources they control. Managers have a defined responsibility to enhance long-run shareholder value. However, this never relieves them of the special ethical duties to future generations regarding the impact of their actions, especially on the physical environment. This principle also reminds managers of their special obligations not to externalize company-generated costs that damage the air, water, or other natural resources. A variety of writers have proposed specific and practical steps that marketers should consider to implement their strategies in a manner benign to the physical environment (Ottman 1993; Wasik 1996) . Such approaches would be aligned with the stewardship principle. Among the often recommended actions would be the adoption of the CERES principles, formally known as the Valdez principles. These comprehensive commitments to safeguard the ecological environment include promises to periodically conduct environmental audits and provide for environmental expertise at the Board of Directors level.
The Principle of Preferential Option for the Poor and Vulnerable
Consistent with the challenge of the Hebrew prophets, as well as the admonition of Jesus in the Gospels, the Catholic tradition appeals to everyone to recognize a special obligation to the poor and socially vulnerable (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994). Building again on the principle of human dignity, this proposition implies that all people, whatever their economic station in society, have a right to participate fairly in the ecolomic marketplace. The opposite of rich and powerful is podr and powerless. The promotion of the common good implies a system that helps all people, whatever their position, to participate in the fruits of eco-nomic development. This principle suggests that the moral measure of how justly an economy operates involves observing how the least well-off in the economic system at focus are doing. Also consistent with distributive justice theory, this proposition suggests that managers must take special care to avoid actions that further disadvantage the most economically marginalized persons within an organization's sphere of influence (Rawls 1971) . Finance schemes that target the debt-laden or using fear tactics to sell second-rate products to the elderly surely would violate this principle. Securing market research information over the Internet from unsuspecting children would be another clear trespass of this doctrine.
The Principle of Worker Dignity
The principle of worker dignity specifies that workers hold certain rights that give them preeminence over other capital assets of the organization. This moral dictum envisions work as having a special role in God's plan for mankind (John Paul II 1991). The principle perceives work as a continued human participation in God's creation, and in that sense, the concept of work has an inherent worth that requires protection. Managers and workers can be viewed as partners not only in an economic enterprise, but also in the ongoing creation of God's kingdom on earth. Derived from such partnership thinking, managers may have an ethical obligation to consider strongly company mechanisms that *Provide for significant employee input and participation in organizational decision making, *Enable employees to gain partial ownership in their enterprise, and *Create training and development opportunities for all workers (Naughton and Laczniak 1993).
According to CST, this principle further suggests that employers always have a special obligation to treat workers with respect and not reduce them to mere commodities. The exploitation of migrant labor to secure price advantage or the use of adolescents to conduct particularly dangerous work would constitute a clear violation of this principle (Armour 1998; Mondovi 1999 ). This principle also implies that workers have a claim to meaningful work, fair wages, and the right to organize or join unions so that their economic stakes and job environment might be protected better (John Paul II 1991). It suggests that managers have a moral obligation to create trusting, nurturing communities in which employees can improve as persons, even as workers should be motivated to provide a productive work week for their employer (Novak 1996) .
Conclusion
In the end, Karpatkin's (1999) article is an indictment of organizations that have placed profit on such a high pedestal that they are willing to use certain classes of consumers as a stepping stone to unsavory financial gain. Catholic Social Teaching provides a set of ethical principles, consistent with many nonsectarian commentaries, that suggests that the corporate practices condemned by Karpatkin are unethical and immoral. More important, these principles provide directives to help marketing managers make better moral choices in the course of discharging their vocational duties.
Together, these principles sketch out a set of managerial guidelines that address ethical obligations that go substantially beyond economic factors. They are derived from the inherent nature of the human person, as reflected in the writings of the Catholic Church. They make clear that the economic system can never justifiably exploit those persons who are the most vulnerable in the marketplace. Fundamentally, the CST guidelines suggest that profit cannot be the exclusive norm or even the ultimate end of economic activity (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1994). Indeed, though profit is a motivator, the collective economy must be judged on how well it serves society, not on how efficiently individual managers optimize the bottom line of particular corporations.
